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Remarks 

Applicant has reviewed the Examiner's Answer mailed June 18, 2007 and the 
supplemental Examiner's Answer mailed July 26, 2007 and provides the following reply 
in further support of the arguments presented in the Appeal Brief filed February 5, 2007. 

The Examiner contends on page 4 of both Examiner's Answers, "The claims do 
not require that the detachable module include two separate cells rather is open to a 
single cell which is capable of providing electroless plating and pretreatment/post 
treatment of the substrate." Applicant respectfully traverses this contention and refers 
the Examiner to claim 21 which requires "at least two substrate processing modules in 
detachable communication with the factory interface, each of the at least two substrate 
processing modules including a pretreatment/post treatment cell and an electroless 
processing cell, " which Hongo et al. does not teach, show, or suggest. Each 
interchangeable unit (detachable module) as taught by Hongo et al. does not include 
both a pretreatment/post treatment cell and an electroless processing cell. The Board is 
referred to reference numerals 102, 201, and 202 in FIG. 2, paragraph [0014] lines 9- 
15, paragraph [0017], and paragraph [0026] lines 6-14 of the present application as an 
illustrative example and description of two separate cells within a single detachable 
module of an electroless processing system, in accordance with the claims. 

Rather, Hongo et al. teaches that there may be a detachable electroless plating 
unit, such as a seed layer forming unit, and a separate detachable cleaning unit (col. 5, 
lines 4-5, 21-27, and 59-65). Again with regard to FIG. 31, Hongo et al. teaches a 
separate electroless Cu plating unit (seed layer forming unit 112) or electroless Ru 
plating unit (barrier layer forming unit 111) and a separate cleaning unit 115 or 118, 
wherein the individual units (plating, cleaning, annealing, and the like) may be 
interchangeable (col. 33, line 59 to col. 34, line 15). Again, Applicant stresses that any 
interchangeable unit (detachable module) as taught by Hongo et al. does not include 
both a pretreatment/post treatment cell and an electroless processing cell as required 
by claim 21. 
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As mentioned on page 13 of the Appeal Brief filed February 5, 2007, 
Verhaverbeke et al. fails to overcome the deficiencies in Hongo et al. 

Conclusion 

The Examiner errs in finding that Hongo et al. anticipates or suggests claims 21 
and 23-28. The Examiner also errs in finding that Hongo et al. in view of Verhaverbeke 
et al. renders claim 22 obvious. It is respectfully requested that the Board reverse the 
findings of the Examiner. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Keith M. Tackett 
Registration No. 32,008 
Patterson & Sheridan, L.L.P. 
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Houston, TX 77056 
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Facsimile: (713)623-4846 
Attorney for Applicant 
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